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DETAILED ACTION 

Response to Amendment 

1 . In response to the Final Office Action mailed 2/29/08, applicant has 
submitted an amendment and Request for Continued Examination filed 5/29/08. 

Claims 1-3, 5, and 7, have been amended. Claims 6 and 10-19 have 
been cancelled. New Claims 20-35 have been added. 

Response to Arguments 

2. Applicant's arguments filed 5/29/08 have been fully considered but they 
are not persuasive. 

Applicant argues that Claim 1 recites "among other features, a system for 
accessing and updating information stored in a central location. This feature 
would be understood by one of ordinary skill in the art to mean updating of 
information already stored in a central location", and "such 'updating' cannot 
reasonably be interpreted to be the writing, for the first time, of information into a 
storage section" (Amendment, pages 7-8). 

The examiner respectfully disagrees, because that is not the only 
interpretation the claim language is limited to. "Information stored in a central 
location" can be considered updated as long as there is some change to the 
"information", and the addition of a new prescription to old prescription collection 
that does not include the new prescription to a new prescription collection that 
includes the new prescription, for example, "updates" the old prescription 
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collection to include a new prescription, thus forming the new prescription 
collection. 

Applicant then argues that the Office Action's assertion that "addition of 
mobile telephone use would have had a benefit that one of ordinary skill would 
have recognized and thus would have been motivated to combine the teachings 
of Kobylevsky and Nelson" is incorrect because "Kobylevsky relates purely to a 
situation in which the doctor is in a medical facility where prescriptions are 
typically prescribed", including "a doctor's office, hospital or other facility where 
medical services and prescriptions are typically prescribed". Applicant further 
argues that "Kobylevsky teaches that the prescription services system can 
provide confirmation to medical staff' and "apparently teaches away from present 
subject matter, which includes a system accessing and updating information", 
and "in this regards, a doctor in a medical facility is not a remote worker" 
(Amendment, page 8). 

The examiner respectfully disagrees, because the nature of the 
information taught by Kobylevsky does not impact the fact that there is a storage 
for prescription information whose contents changes whenever a new 
prescription is entered. Also, the claim does not specify where the "worker" is 
"remote" to, and so an interpretation of the claim language includes the staff 
member being somewhere other than the location of the computer containing the 
prescription information. 
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Applicant then argues that the Office Action's assertion that "the skilled 
person would readily incorporate the text-to-speech (TTS) conversion specifically 
taught by Kobylevsky into a telephone" "is incorrect", because "in Kobylevsky, the 
VoIP function described in col. 9, lines 33-48 causes the prescription information 
to reach the medical facility in the form of a voice signal, so that it is not 
necessary to incorporate a TTS function in the telephone apparatus provided in 
the medical facility itself (Amendment, page 8). 

The examiner respectfully disagrees, because the fact that Kobylevsky 
teaches one method of implementing the speech synthesis (text-to-speech), 
specifically using VoIP, it does not limit the data transmission only to VoIP and 
does not mean that the system cannot be altered such that the text-to-speech 
system is implemented on the terminal/client/user-side. It is generally known that 
audio data for a segment of speech is made of more data than the corresponding 
text, and so to transmit text would put less of a burden on the transmission 
feature than if the audio data was sent using VoIP. Also, it is generally known 
that VoIP only takes up a certain amount of bandwidth in a transmission line but 
that amount does not take up the entire data transmission bandwidth such that 
no other transmissions can be made. Therefore, it is still possible to make 
modifications such that the user's voice is transmitted using VoIP and a different 
portion of bandwidth is used to transmit the text of the prescription information for 
conversion at the medical staff member's terminal. Nelson teaches that such a 
terminal is possible and that text-to-speech can be done using a mobile device. 
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Therefore, the implementation proposed in the combination is not impossible or 
impractical. 

Applicant further argues that because medical facilities "invariably already 
has adequate communication facilities", "one of ordinary skill in the art would 
recognize that the doctor, or other medical personnel, would simply make use of 
what is already there. In other words, the doctor, or other medical personnel 
would pick up the nearest telephone", and so "a doctor or other medical 
personnel would not have been motivated to bring their own mobile to call the 
unit" (Amendment, page 9). 

The examiner respectfully disagrees, because, as previously discussed in 
the previous Office Action, just because something is adequate does not mean 
that something cannot be further improved. Regardless of how many telephones 
are present, it would still improve flexibility and add more locations between 
landline telephones with which to access a database, if mobile telephones were 
used to access the prescription store. Therefore, since an improvement can be 
made, one of ordinary skill in the art could still be motivated to incorporate mobile 
telephones into the system to improve flexibility of access, even if the system of 
Kobylevsky itself is already "adequate" as applicant argues. 

Applicant further argues that "throughout Kobylevsky it is taught that the 
doctor will be communicating with the unit through speech", and "Unit 10 
contains a 'voice capture device'... that digitizes the speech signals and sends 
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the digitial data stream to the server, where it is converted into text", and "this 
text is then sent to the pharmacy". Applicant argues that "in view of this 
disclosure, it would not have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to 
incorporate a TTS system in the medical facility, in a way which would yield 
signals to the unit that were readily understandable by the unit. In other words, 
there is no reasonable suggestion to incorporate a TTS system into the system of 
Kobylevsky... (and) it is highly unlikely that the staff at the medical facility would 
allow their equipment to be interfered with in this manner" (Amendment, page 
10). 

First, Kobylevsky already teaches the use of text-to-speech in his system 
("text-to-speech conversion", col. 8, lines 33-48) to read information out to a 
caller. Therefore, it is, in fact, obvious to incorporate a TTS system into the 
medical facility that implements the system described by Kobylevsky because 
Kobylevsky explicitly teaches its use. Also, the TTS system is distinct from the 
"voice capture" that allows the user's input speech to communicate with the 
system because the "voice capture" is the reverse operation (i.e., speech-to-text) 
which allows spoken words to be converted/transcribed into prescription 
information. Therefore, it would be obvious and not "unlikely that the staff at the 
medical facility would allow their equipment to be interfered with in this manner" , 
as applicant argues, because Kobylevsky already teaches implementation of 
TTS in the medical environment that Kobylevsky describes, among other things. 
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Claim Objections 

3. Claims 32-35 objected to under 37 CFR 1 .75(c), as being of improper 
dependent form for failing to further limit the subject matter of a previous claim. 
Applicant is required to cancel the claim(s), or amend the claim(s) to place the 
claim(s) in proper dependent form, or rewrite the claim(s) in independent form. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

1 . The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for 
all obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described 
as set forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to 
be patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been 
obvious at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which 
said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the 
invention was made. 

2. Claims 1 -2, 4-5, 7,9,11 -1 3, 1 6-1 8, 20-21 , 26-27, are rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Kobylevsky et al. (US 6,804,654), 
hereafter Kobylevsky, in view of Nelson (US 2003/0097262). 

As per Claim 1 , Kobylevsky teaches a system for accessing and updating 
information stored in a central location by a remote worker, said system 
comprising: a central store for storing said information and a telephone for use by 
said remote worker to interrogate and update said store ("prescription services 
system... dialing... telephone... prompts the caller to provide prescription 
information... transcribes... records the voice prescription information... stores 
same for later retrieval and review by a doctor, pharmacist, or other medical 
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personnel", col. 2, line 62 - col. 3, line 52; "stored and transcribed by prescription 
services system", col. 3, line 53 - col. 4, line 1 1 ; "record keeping", col. 6, lines 
16-28; "text-to-speech conversion", col. 8, lines 33-48; "speech-to-text", col. 6, 
lines 28-60). 

Kobylevsky fails to teach where the telephone is a mobile telephone and 
in which said mobile telephone includes a text to speech (TTS) system for 
enabling said information to be output aurally. 

Nelson teaches where the telephone is a mobile telephone and in which 
said mobile telephone includes a text to speech (TTS) system for enabling said 
information to be received aurally ("cellular telephones... equipped with cellular 
capabilities", paragraph 2; "handheld computing device... having speech-to-text 
functionality... may also include a text-to-speech processor", paragraphs 4-5; 
"speech-to-text", paragraph 15; "text-to-speech... output to the user", paragraph 
21) 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time of invention to modify Kobylevsky to include the teaching of Nelson of 
where the telephone is a mobile telephone and in which said mobile telephone 
includes a text to speech (TTS) system for enabling said information to be 
received aurally, in order to provide the functionality of Nelson in many different 
environments, as described by Nelson (paragraph 2). 

As per Claim 2, Kobylevsky teaches an automatic speech recognition 
(ASR) system for enabling said remote worker to interrogate said store orally 
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("speech-to-text", col. 6, lines 28-60; "prescription services system... dialing... 
telephone... prompts the caller to provide prescription information... 
transcribes... records the voice prescription information... stores same for later 
retrieval and review by a doctor, pharmacist, or other medical personnel", col. 2, 
line 62 -col. 3, line 52). 

Kobylevsky fails to teach in which said mobile phone includes an 
automatic speech recognition (ASR) system. 

Nelson teaches in which said mobile phone includes an automatic speech 
recognition (ASR) system ("cellular telephones... equipped with cellular 
capabilities", paragraph 2; "handheld computing device... having speech-to-text 
functionality... may also include a text-to-speech processor", paragraphs 4-5; 
"speech-to-text", paragraph 15; "text-to-speech... output to the user", paragraph 
21) 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time of invention to modify Kobylevsky to include the teaching of Nelson of in 
which said mobile phone includes an automatic speech recognition (ASR) 
system, in order to provide the functionality of Nelson in many different 
environments, as described by Nelson (paragraph 2). 

As per Claim 4, Kobylevsky teaches in which said information concerns 
medical information and said remote worker is a medical practitioner 
("prescription services system... dialing... telephone... prompts the caller to 
provide prescription information... transcribes... records the voice prescription 
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information... stores same for later retrieval and review by a doctor, pharmacist, 
or other medical personnel", col. 2, line 62 - col. 3, line 52; "stored and 
transcribed by prescription services system", col. 3, line 53 - col. 4, line 1 1 ; 
"record keeping", col. 6, lines 16-28; "text-to-speech conversion", col. 8, lines 33- 
48; "speech-to-text", col. 6, lines 28-60). 

As per Claims 5, 7, 9, the limitations are similar to those in Claims 1-2 and 
4, and so are rejected under similar rationale. 

As per Claim 20, the limitations are similar to those in Claim 1 , and so is 
rejected under similar rationale (the teaching of cell phone use in different 
environments by Nelson [paragraph 2] suggests use in places other than a 
medical facility, including homes and when used by a doctor, as per Kobylevsky, 
suggests where the different environment is a patient's home). 

As per Claim 21 , Kobylevsky teaches said medical worker is a doctor or a 
health visitor on a house call to a patient ("doctor, pharmacist, or other medical 
personnel", col. 2, line 62 - col. 3, line 52). 

As per Claims 26-27, the limitations are similar to those in Claims 20-21 , 
and so are rejected under similar rationale. 
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As per Claims 32-35, their limitations are similar to those in Claim 1 , and 
so are rejected under similar rationale (the limitations describe things that must 
be present in what is claimed in Claim 1 [e.g., a central store exists on a physical 
hard drive somewhere]). 

3. Claims 3, 8 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Kobylevsky, in view of Nelson, as applied to Claims 1 and 5, above, and 
further in view of Garrison (US 2002/0069355, cited in IDS). 

As per Claim 8, Kobylevsky, in view of Nelson, fail to teach encrypting said 
information before accessing and updating. 

Garrison teaches encrypting said information before accessing and 
updating ("query for the database system... The server encrypts the requested 
data and transmits the encrypted data to the client", paragraph 14; "encrypt a 
request", paragraph 49; where Garrison teaches where the user input and the 
information being transferred to the user are both encrypted, and so, when 
applied to Kobylevsky, the updating of the database [by entering prescription 
information, for example] is encrypted, as is the materials transferred to the user 
for review, for example). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time of invention to modify Kobylevsky, in view of Nelson, to include the 
teaching of Garrison of encrypting said information before accessing and 
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updating, in order to prevent information from being accessed by unauthorized 
users, as described by Garrison (paragraph 3). 

As per Claims 3, its limitations are similar to those in Claim 8, and so is 
rejected under similar rationale. 

4. Claims 22-25, and 28-31 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Kobylevsky, in view of Nelson and Blechman (2003/0088434). 

As per Claim 1 , Kobylevsky teaches a method of accessing and updating 
information stored in a central location by a remote worker, said system 
comprising: a central store for storing said information and a telephone for use by 
said remote worker to interrogate and update said store ("prescription services 
system... dialing... telephone... prompts the caller to provide prescription 
information... transcribes... records the voice prescription information... stores 
same for later retrieval and review by a doctor, pharmacist, or other medical 
personnel", col. 2, line 62 - col. 3, line 52; "stored and transcribed by prescription 
services system", col. 3, line 53 - col. 4, line 1 1 ; "record keeping", col. 6, lines 
16-28; "text-to-speech conversion", col. 8, lines 33-48; "speech-to-text", col. 6, 
lines 28-60). 

Kobylevsky fails to teach where the telephone is a mobile telephone and 
in which said mobile telephone includes a text to speech (TTS) system for 
enabling said information to be output aurally. 
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Nelson teaches where the telephone is a mobile telephone and in which 
said mobile telephone includes a text to speech (TTS) system for enabling said 
information to be received aurally ("cellular telephones... equipped with cellular 
capabilities", paragraph 2; "handheld computing device... having speech-to-text 
functionality... may also include a text-to-speech processor", paragraphs 4-5; 
"speech-to-text", paragraph 15; "text-to-speech... output to the user", paragraph 
21) 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time of invention to modify Kobylevsky to include the teaching of Nelson of 
where the telephone is a mobile telephone and in which said mobile telephone 
includes a text to speech (TTS) system for enabling said information to be 
received aurally, in order to provide the functionality of Nelson in many different 
environments, as described by Nelson (paragraph 2). 

Kobylevsky, in view of Nelson, fail to teach where said information is legal 
information and said worker is a legal worker. 

Blechman suggests where said information is legal information and said 
worker is a legal worker ("Enter information... probation... parole", paragraph 
18). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time of invention to modify Kobylevsky, in view of Nelson, to include the 
teaching of Blechman of where said information is legal information and said 
worker is a legal worker, in order to provide expanded use to a database system, 
as described by Blechman (paragraph 18). 
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As per Claim 23, Kobylevsky, in view of Nelson, fail to teach where said 
legal worker is a police officer or parole officer. 

Blechman suggests where said legal worker is a police officer or parole 
officer ("Enter information... probation... parole", paragraph 18). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time of invention to modify Kobylevsky, in view of Nelson, to include the 
teaching of Blechman of where said legal worker is a police officer or parole 
officer, in order to provide expanded use to a database system, as described by 
Blechman (paragraph 18). 

As per Claims 24-25, and 28-31 , the limitations are similar to those in 
Claims 22-23, and so are rejected under similar rationale. 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from 
the examiner should be directed to ERIC YEN whose telephone number is 
(571)272-4249. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 7:30-4:00. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the 
examiner's supervisor, Patrick Edouard can be reached on 571-272-7603. The 
fax phone number for the organization where this application or proceeding is 
assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from 
the Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information 
for published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public 
PAIR. Status information for unpublished applications is available through 
Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair- 
direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll- 
free). If you would like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service 
Representative or access to the automated information system, call 800-786- 
9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

EY 8/19/08 
/Patrick N. Edouard/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 2626 



